Replication Research in Marketing Revisited: A Note on a Disturbing Trend
Over the past decade, researchers have expressed concerns over what seemed to be a paucity of replications. In line with this, editorial policies of some leading marketing journals have been modified to encourage more replications. We conducted an extension of a 1994 study see whether these efforts have had an effect. In fact, the replication rate has fallen to 1.2 percent, a decrease in the rate by 50%. As things now stand, practitioners should be skeptical about using the results published in marketing journals as hardly any of them have been successfully replicated, teachers are advised to ignore the findings until they have been replicated, and researchers should put little stock in the outcomes of one-shot studies.
Since the appearance of Hubbard and Armstrong's (1994) article concerning the need to publish more replications in the managerial sciences, a number of developments have occurred which bode well for their increased presence in the literature. These include the publication of other papers in various marketing and management areas emphasizing the vital role of replication research (e.g., Hubbard and Vetter, 1996; Hunter, 2001; Madden, Easley, and Dunn, 1995; Singh, Ang, and Leong, 2003; Tsang and Kwan, 1999; Wells, 2001 
Definitions and Methodology
We used the same definitions of the central terms employed by H&A (1994, p. 236) . Therefore, a replication is defined as "a duplication of a previously published empirical study that is concerned with assessing whether similar findings can be obtained upon repeating the study."
Likewise, a replication with extension is "a duplication of a previously published empirical research project that serves to investigate the generalizability of earlier research findings." Note that this latter goal of determining the range of conditions under which the findings do and do not hold up can also be addressed by studies in which the author(s) conducts a series of experiments within the same article. Unfortunately, such works lack independent assessment. Therefore, following H&A, our account incorporates only replications that were published as independent papers.
We classified all of these works to determine the publication incidence of replications and extensions. Classification results between the two teams were then compared. If a disagreement occurred, the two teams discussed the situation with an eye to resolving any differences. This process saw an 88% agreement rate between the two teams.
In a further attempt to verify that we properly quoted their work, we contacted all first authors of the replication studies in our analysis as well as of the other papers we cited. Of the 52 authors we were able to reach by email, 21 responded. They all indicated that we properly cited their work. replications with extensions-a figure they regarded as too low-the average for these same three journals for 1990-2004 has fallen to 1.2% (i.e., only 16 extensions out of 1,389 empirical articles). This downward trend applies to each of the journals: JM (3.4% to 1.2%), JMR (1.9% to 0.6%), and JCR (2.3% to 1.7%).
Frequency of Replications
- Table 1 about here
T Some research indicates that there are often differences in the results of original and replication studies (e.g., Hubbard and Vetter 1996; Reid, Soley and Wimmer 1981) . In marketing, H&A found that only 15% of extensions confirmed initial outcomes, 25% provided partial support, and 60% conflicted with their predecessors. In comparison with the study by H&A, our follow-up showed that that of the 16 replications, 44% confirmed earlier results, 31%
provided partial support, and 25% found no support at all for the results of the original study.
While these findings are not as severe as with H&A, they nevertheless reinforce the importance of performing replications. There are no obvious explanations for these differences in outcomes between the two studies. 
Practical Solutions to the Lack of Replications
To encourage the growth of replications in marketing's empirical literature, the data and methods used in the original studies should be made available on the Internet concurrent with a paper's publication. Traditionally, supporting information of this nature has been difficult to obtain (see Hubbard and Little, 1997) . This procedure may require some effort by the authors, but it is time well spent. Gleditsch, Metelits and Strand (2003) Editors might, upon publication, identify important articles that should be replicated/extended, and invite designated researchers to do so. These replications would be accorded special publication status.
Unsolicited proposals could be reviewed as a basis for replication studies. In addition, competent replications that are submitted through traditional channels might be guaranteed some manner of publication. This might be a short printed version along with the author's reply, with details on the Internet, to be followed by open peer review. Important replications would receive more print space.
Replications are needed especially for important papers. For example, Ioannidis (2005) found that replications were conducted on about 75% of highly cited papers in medicine (in a sample from 1990 through 2003). Additional emphasis on this kind of scholarship can also be provided by appointing a replications editor. This has been done, for instance, at the Journal of Applied Econometrics.
We acknowledge, of course, that the above suggestions for increasing the amount of replication research in journals is unlikely to be effective if editors, reviewers, and researchers devalue this kind of work. Many seem to believe that this is a mundane form of research, one that is synonymous with "merely checking" others' results, and therefore denigrate its worth.
However, the discovery of empirical regularities is made possible only by replication with extension research.
Conclusions
Given the favorable reaction over the past decade to calls for more replications, our expectation was that a greater frequency of them would be published in JM, JMR, and JCR for the period 1990-2004 than were found for [1974] [1975] [1976] [1977] [1978] [1979] [1980] [1981] [1982] [1983] [1984] [1985] [1986] [1987] [1988] [1989] . However, the percentage of replications was published over the latter period dropped by 50%
We endorse a number of strategies to promote replication research. These include:
• using footnotes to direct readers to data and methods (in enough detail to permit direct replication) on the Internet,
• inviting replications of important papers,
• evaluating research proposals for replications with an eye to their subsequent publication,
• appointing replications editors, and
• publishing all competent replications.
Scientific findings rest upon replication. As things stand now, few results in marketing have been successfully replicated. Given this, we suggest that practitioners should be skeptical about making decisions based on the findings of the predominantly single-shot studies reported in the leading marketing journals. Teachers, also, should be wary of putting much faith in such results in classroom lectures. Finally, many researchers fail to appreciate that, in the absence of replication research, our discipline rests on weak foundations. 
